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Abstract 
Unaware of what globalization is destined to, in the past three to four decades, naivety is abounding as if we had 
and still continue to have exclusive policy sovereignty of our own domestic policies.  Today, the idea of 
domestic or sovereignty over one’s own policy seems simply a memory of past narrative that may not match 
with the tenets and real practices of the unprecedentedly globalizing world. Consequently, the concepts 
‘globalization’ and domestic or ‘sovereign’ public policies are becoming asymmetrical, lacking in common 
meeting grounds. The objective of this article is to draw the attention of a range of policy actors to become aware 
of the incongruity between globalization and policy sovereignty on one hand, and the inevitability of the advance 
of globalization and the need to rise up as strong competitor to survive and face head-on the likely predicaments 
that may result in,  on the other. 
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Introduction 
It has been since awhile that globalization has become a catch phrase for almost all walks of life. In view of 
Radice Hugo, “globalization has become a major discourse topic among geographers, sociologists as well as 
economists and political scientists, and is studied within every paradigm, from neoclassical economics to 
postmodern social theory to realist international relations theory to Marxism”1. While some question the clarity, 
scope, and prevalence of globalization, others argue that it has been part of human history, movement history as 
a result of which there has now come old distinction between international and domestic policies, where the 
notion of the former tends to become increasingly irrelevant.2 The issue now is what really is globalization? 
Definitions for the subject are not only numerous, but understanding of its notions also dramatically vary from 
persons to persons, scholars to scholars.  
Some further argue that the notion of globalization is geographic determinant; it is what we feel where we 
are and how to deal with our life style taking into consideration of others. For example, Jan A. Scholte (2000) 
argues that “globalization refers to processes whereby many social relations become relatively delinked from 
territorial geography, so that human lives are increasingly being played out in the world as a single place” (p.6).  
Others characterize globalization as “the process of increasing inter-connectedness between societies such that 
events in one part of the world more and more have effects on peoples and societies faraway”3. To the view of 
Anthony Giddens, globalization is a phenomenon of “the intensification of worldwide social relations which link 
distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many miles away and vice 
versa”4. 
The International labor organization (ILO) defines globalization as a process of growing interdependence 
between all people of the planet. Accordingly, people are linked together economically and socially by trade, 
investments and governance. Such links are spurred by market liberalization and information, communication 
and transportation technologies. In consequence, global economy was already in existence since the 16th century, 
based on the development of international trade, foreign direct investment and migration.5 In political terms, 
globalization is defined as the expansion and intensification of international political and economic intercourse. 
This results in economic and political interdependence. It also goes that the intensity, speed, and volume of 
global interactions show increasing interdependence, which also hints to examine international relations via 
global governance.6 
While globalization is considered to accord benefits to everyone in generating wealth, delivering cheaper 
and varied products and services and encouraging democratization, there are equally skepticisms that the 
overwhelming majority of foreign investments largely occur between the world’s richest nations. As a result, 
 
1 Radice Hugo, “Responses to Globalization: A Critique of Progressive Nationalism…” (2000) 
2 Greg Nzeken, “Contemporary Experiences in Globalization”… (1999, 30) 
3Steve Smith and John Baylis, cited ibid. 
4 A. Giddens, The consequences od Modernity. Stanford: Stanford University Press. (1990) 64 
5Globalization and Workers’ Rights, International Labor Office, ILO. Available at http://w.w.w.ilo.org/actray 
6  Michael Barnet and Raymond Duvall, “Introduction” in Global Governance,  2005 
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most small states believe that globalization lead to the dominance of the weak by the rich and powerful states. 
This would take us to the ever-unending discourse with regard to sovereignty, global governance, and national or 
domestic public policy. 
As used to be the norm, sovereignty signifies both the right to act and a power to act. Consequently, 
sovereignty may be defined more specifically as the right to ultimate or final decision about the terms of 
existence of a whole territorially-based body politic. This upholds the view that there is neither external superior 
nor internal rival. In other words, there is no external body that has the right to command or order a sovereign 
state to act in a given way with regard to issues of fundamental concern to it.1 One main aspect of sovereignty is 
based on recognition by other sovereigns to garner relationship with other states. 
Modern notion of sovereignty is believed to have emerged from the reactions of European states to the 
doctrine of the Holy Roman Empire that was created in 962 A.D. The doctrine holds that the Emperor was 
superior to all governments, monarchies or republics of the Christian countries. The reaction was directed at the 
superiority of the Pop overall Christian rulers.2 In the 16th and 17th century of Europe, political scientists such as 
Niccolo Machiavelli advocated for the security of the prince and the stability of the state. On the other hand, 
John Locke and Jean Jacques Rousseau opposed to this view by replacing it by the people constitution the 
sovereign. Rousseau further argued that an individual is not be held subject to another other than the will of the 
community (people).3 
Before winding up the issue of sovereignty, it is important to look at the classical treaty known as 
Westphalia and Westphalian sovereignty. Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia, calls it as ‘Westphalian sovereignty’, 
or ‘state sovereignty’. It was considered the principle in international law that each nation state has exclusive 
sovereignty over its territory. Consequently, Westphalian sovereignty had evolved into modern international 
system of sovereign states to have been later enshrined in the United Nations Charter, which states: “Nothing 
should authorize intervention in matters essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state”4. This became 
the beginning of modern international system, in which external powers had to refrain from interfering in another 
country’s domestic affairs. 
On the other hand, it’s important to note that Westphalian sovereignty is historically traced back in the 
scholarly literature to the Peace of Westphalia which took place in 1648 in Germany, Europe. The Peace is 
considered a watershed that ended the “Thirty Years’ War” that had an enduring devastation over religion in 
Germany which was believed to have sacrificed 30% of its population, where neither the Catholics nor the 
Protestants had claimed a clear victory. The historic peace settlement established a status quo order to which 
states in Europe complied with no intention of interfering in each other’s religious practices.5 
Westphalia was further developed in the 18th century and reached its peak in the 19th and 20th centuries, 
before it faced serious challenges and oppositions. Today, the principle of Westphalia or non-interference into 
the affairs of other nations is considered simply a shorthand claim for the basic legal principles underlying the 
modern state system. Its real application and relevance has been questioned since the mid-20th century from a 
variety of viewpoints, mainly on the advancing ideas such as internationalism and globalization, having 
conflictual standpoints with Westphalian sovereignty. In the subsequent paragraphs, the eminent Westphalian 
challenges and oppositions will be examined. 
Challenges and opposition towards Westphalian order which also became the basis of the modern United 
Nations “non-interference” in the sovereign states began to take shape in the aftermath of the Cold War. This 
was precipitated by international integration and the erosion of Westphalian sovereignty.6 This began during the 
1998 NATO’s Symposium which emerged to question the political relevance of the treaty. The underlying 
triggering and plausible argument was that “humanity and democracy”, which are considered to be the common 
principles of contemporary nation-states could not go hand-in-hand with the Westphalian sovereignty order and 
to prove it as irrelevant. Hence, the then NATO Secretary-General, Javier Solana, argued that the principle of 
Westphalian sovereignty had its limitations and resulting in exclusion rather than integrating of community of 
states7. In a similar vein, former British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, in his 1999 Chicago speech sought a new 
post-Westphalian, known as ‘doctrine of the international community’ since globalization had made the former 
anachronistic, simply to characterize it as ‘past mistake’ that lost time relevance8. With this, Blair was labeled as 
“the man who ushered in the post-Westphalian era” (Mike 2012). 
With the rise of terror attacks in the West, different institutions had to re-examine their previous treaties 
 
1 Murray Greensmith F. 2000 
2B.O.Okere, “Evolution of the Concept of Sovereignty”, Lecture Note. Faculty of Law, UNEC. P. 3 
3Jacques Maritain, ‘The Concept of Sovereignty’, vol. X/iv. American Political Science Review, 1950, p. 353. Cited in B.O.Okere, Ibid., p.9 
4  The Economist, 15 May 2008. 
5 Kissinger, Henry (2014). World Order. ISBN 978-0-698-16572-4 
6 Camilleri and Falk, The End of Sovereignty? 1992 
7 Solana, Javier (1998), Securing Peace in Europe, North Atlantic Treaty Organization, retrieved 2008-05-21 
8 Harris, Mike, "Why is Tony Blair lending credibility to Kazakhstan's dictator?", The Telegraph, February 2, 2012 
Public Policy and Administration Research                                                                                                                                       www.iiste.org 
ISSN 2224-5731(Paper) ISSN 2225-0972(Online) DOI: 10.7176/PPAR 
Vol.9, No.9, 2019 
 
20 
seeking for what is known as the new international system1. Notable global institutions such as the European 
Union came to explain the asymmetry between shared sovereignty concept that provides for external agents to 
influence and interfere in the internal affairs of its member countries and the historical Westphalian sovereignty. 
Added to this, the rise of terrorism and the behavior of some states could not be a valid proof for the status quo 
principle. This all justified military interventions such as Cambodia by Vietnam, Bangladesh by India2 and 
subsequent interventions in the Middle East such in Afghanistan, Iraq, and now in Syria and Yemen. According 
to Daniel Philpott (2001), during the past decade alone, the United Nations has lent its imprimatur to intervention 
in war-torn, malnourished, dictatorial, and monitoring persecuting states, in Iraq, Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, 
Bosnia, Liberia, and elsewhere. 
Many European states have formed a European Union, creating, among other things a common currency, 
continuing an amalgamation of governance that began in 1950. Intervention and integration challenge the 
sovereign state’s territorial supremacy, when seen in the light of both the Westphalian and the United Nations’ 
non-interference corner stone as well as the basis of its founding principles, after the two historic bloody wars. 
On the other hand, many of the interventions made were labeled as ‘humanitarian interventions’, although their 
basis in international law is debatable. This also led to what is known as a new contingent sovereignty to emerge 
and assumed international legitimacy in some of the recent military interventions that resulted in the 
infringements of state sovereignty whose legality and motivations are unclear3. 
Consequently, Daniel characterized the U-turn to the long revered sovereignty of states as sweeping 
“revolutions” (revolutions in sovereignty), having far-reaching impacts not only in the political spheres but also 
in public policy arenas. 
 
Policy sovereignty in the era of globalization 
Scholars have it that we had lived in a world of essentially unchallenged sovereignty for several generations now, 
and had begun to think of it as the natural state of affairs. But just as the idea of states as autonomous and 
independent entities is collapsing under the combined onslaught of monetary unions, global television such as 
CNN, the Internet, governmental and non-governmental organizations, the issue of policy sovereignty could not 
stand in isolation. It can be recalled that since the passage of the Rio Summit (1992), there has grown a surge of 
optimism about multilateral treaties. This led to some level of ‘universal’ compliance and effectiveness.  
In consequence, newer generation of treaties, dominated for the study of international institutions for a 
decade. In particular, environment issues became a laboratory of exploring questions of compliance and 
effectiveness in areas such as the protection of endangered species, regulation of chemicals or emissions, 
protection of biodiversity.  All of have these influenced domestic practices, policies and policy-making processes 
rather than simply to constrain or modify the external behavior of states (Bernstein and Cashore 2012). In most 
global governance literatures, the concept ‘effectiveness’  became the ultimate litmus test  of almost all nation 
states which has direct implications to domestic policies of the same (Hass 1989). 
The condition under which institutions, treaties and organizations induce compliance was directed at 
measuring the ‘collective optimum’, the point at which no nation can benefit more without harming another 
nation (Underdal 1992). This in turn made to enhance the compliance of stated goals of the agreement under 
question (Mitchell 2006).  In response, states no longer could have a control and full governance on their policies. 
For instance, climate change, forest degradation and biodiversity loss are but three prominent examples of issues 
governed by an array of mechanisms that include legal, non-legal, governmental and non-governmental 
arrangements. 
One of the areas in which national (domestic) public policies are influenced or affected are by international 
institutions.  What do international institutions do? They provide for governmental, sub governmental and 
transitional actors to interact and facilitate rule creation and norms of appropriate behavior. This in turn helps in 
coalition-building which may be important for applying authoritative rules to be complied with. To this end, 
international institutions, specifically, international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), can be 
authoritative sources of rules to which states or firms have commit (Bernstein & Cashore 2007; Vogel 2008). 
International institutions, therefore, pose greater influence through each issue-specific treaties and policy 
prescriptions through powerful international organizations such as the World Bank or IMF, whether perceived as 
resting on consent, also known as “harmonization”, or coercion. The logic of this pathway is that rules are 
binding and create a ‘pull toward compliance’, because they came into being by generally accepted rules of right 
process, regardless of whether they are enforced (Frank 1990). In concrete terms, it’s important to know what 
exactly international agreements and complex global governance do to domestic policies as follow: 
a) They influence domestic policy to the extent that they create binding obligations on states through 
 
1 "Center for Security Studies, ETH Zürich". Retrieved 2018-12-18. 
2  Michael Akehurst, "Humanitarian Intervention", in H. Bull, ed., Intervention in World Politics, Oxford University Press, 1984 
3 Ibid. 
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international law. Such binding rules carry their own logic of influence. 
b) Transnational and/or domestic coalitions for change can activate rules in case of non-compliance. But 
the logic of rules can be a resource on which transnational and/or coalitions of domestic actors draw 
when governments do not comply, although the ability to mobilize may vary across domestic settings. 
When such mobilization is possible, groups can publicize non-compliance and put pressure on 
governments to launch dispute against other countries that do not fulfil their obligation (Bernstein and 
Cashore 2007). 
c) Dependent countries on trade or foreign capital under conditions of increasing globalization fear of 
losing market share and investor confidence. These serve as an added incentive to comply with 
international rules which has greater impact on domestic policies. 
d) Agreements on international rules with strong compliance mechanisms are more likely when such 
agreements reflect rules or processes already under way domestically owing to interaction. 
From the aforementioned areas of complex influence on domestic public policy of nation-states, one can 
clearly understand that though international norms are not entrenched in hard law and non-binding in developing 
nations, it relies more heavily on logic of appropriateness, which tacitly implies compliance. It is also the case 
that norms agreed to at the international forums and promoted by powerful or influential organizations influence 
the direction of policy change when governments face external pressures to change policies. To this end, a series 
of strategies that transnational actors undertake tempt and sometimes coerce states to adhere to norms (Keck and 
Sikkink 1998). 
Consequently, when domestic structures or networks try to resist such alien norms and compliance, they 
induce domestic actors to resort to the international level to seek allies and bring scrutiny to bear (Keck and 
Sikkink 1998). Furthermore, learning gained through interaction in transnational networks, explicit efforts at 
dialogue, and/or participation in formal and informal international gatherings or conferences and transnational 
networks are also unique opportunities for international actors for the dissemination of possible transformation 
or norms (Holzinger et al., 2004), which play significant role to influence and change national policies to 
unchartered course of action. 
Countries that have active involvement in multinational decision-making can provide domestic 
policymakers with opportunities as well as constraining them. Hence, domestic policy actors can only use 
international opportunities to capture resources. When domestic actors can use multinational level processes to 
alter domestic policymaking arrangements, things can be in their favor (Lodge 200; Radaellic 2003; Janes 2010). 
In conclusion, globalization and cross-national pressures have not only abolished the role of the state, but they 
have also altered the scale at which policy is made and implemented or delivered (Jessop 2000). Changing the 
locus of policymaking has equally altered radically power relationships between international actors and that of 
the domestic, which also led to a scenario where it has become more difficult entirely to separate what can be 
called domestic from cross-national, even at times international policies. 
As mentioned elsewhere in this article, there are varieties of influence that occur through direct funding, 
education, training, assistance and capacity-building, and possibly through attempts at co-governance through 
partnerships created between domestic and international public and private actors and authorities (Bernstein & 
Cashore 2012). Similarly, non-domestic actors are made to avoid direct lobbying or other perceived challenges 
to state autonomy in favor of strategies that alter the balance of power among existing domestic organized 
interests or their participation in policy networks. In fact, one of the mechanisms transnational actors accomplish 
their mission is by sharing resources, ideas, knowledge and expertise with existing groups, or by facilitating the 
creation of new groups or coalitions. One consequence of the above national predicaments is policy transfer 
(voluntary or coercive). But policy transfer in either form results in what is considered as ‘policy autonomy 
anxiety’ and operating in policy “straightjacket” from developed to developing countries. 
There are, however, counter-arguments surfacing against the lack of policy autonomy as a result of 
globalization and international governing institutions. For instance, on a study conducted in Brazil and Mexico 
on the level of policy autonomy, Alvaro Santos (2012) has come up with a consoling finding where both 
countries, despite opening themselves to global market driven by the World Trade Organization (WTO) could, 
however, retain their policy autonomy. 
 
In lieu of Conclusion 
Globalization has surpassed what it used to seem as myth. It’s a reality we live keep living every day. Its social, 
economic, political, cultural and technological reach is enormous. Long before it has reached to this stage, 
discourses were to have it as means to ‘even’ distribution of global wealth for global wellbeing and harmony. 
But as Bob Deacon (2012) observed, effective redistribution and socially responsible state of affairs is not yet 
forthcoming. Instead, existing global arrangements for economic and social governance prevent countries from 
having autonomy over their policy options that might increase equity and continued to contribute to the 
prevalence of inequities. On the other hand, in the face of the almost irreversible nature of ever-advancing 
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globalization, countries, developing ones in particular, are left with two main options: strengthening their 
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